MCI sees no valid reason why a LEC should be permitted to impose
excessive costs on interconnectors and to add significant delays to the
implementation of collocation by requiring the interconnector to train an
inordinate number of employees. Recently, SWBT required that MC! (Metro) fly
18 SWBT employees (12 from one CO and 6 from another) from Houston, TX to
Raleigh, NC for five days of training. The expense of this mandatory
boondoggle exceeded $60,000. There is no valid reason why nearly every
SWBT employee that works in the central office where an interconnector is
collocating needs to be trained by the interconnector. Similarly, interconnectors
should not be required to train 36 CBT employees before their collocation
arrangement in one CO becomes operational. If CBT wants all of their
employees to know how to operate all equipment in every CBT central office,
then they should pay for the necessary training. It should not be the burden of
the interconnector.

In addition to the monetary costs associated with training large numbers
of LEC employees, permitting the LEC to require that many LEC employees be
trained before a virtual collocation arrangement becomes operation can
significantly delay the emergence of competition. Typically, a LEC will not allow
an interconnector to train more than a few of its employees at one time, because

it cannot afford to have the central office under-staffed. Consequently, it can
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take weeks, or even months, before an interconnector can train all the required
LEC employees.

MCI recommends that the Commission limit the number of LEC
technicians that the LECs are allowed to require interconnectors to train 3 to no
more than 3 per central office, where an interconnector has designated
equipment different than that used by the LEC. It should be up to the
interconnector to decide whether to train additional LEC personnel. It should not
be up to the LEC.

It is clear that SWBT, and most probably other LECs, see excessive
training expenses as a means to drive up rates charged by interconnectors for
similar services. SWBT blatantly states that “charges for such training could be
recovered by the interconnector through its charges to its customers.” This is a

clear example of a LEC attempting to implement what the Commission has

referred to as a “price squeeze.” In the May 11, 1995, Report and Order, the
Commission expressed its concern that “a monopoly provider of an essential
service to a rival can subject its rival to a “price squeeze.””® The Commission

went on to explain that “[rjaising rivals’ costs can be a profitable and inexpensive

2 SWBT Direct Case at p. 25.

% Report and Order at [71.
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strategy for vertically integrated firms that control essential facilities needed by its

rivals.”®

The Commission should limit the number of LEC employees that an
interconnector is required to train per central office. It should not allow LECs to
inflate the costs of interconnection nor delay the emergence of competition

through terms and conditions that dictate how and to what extent training must

be provided.

X. Installation, Service, and Repair Intervals Should Be Tariffed

The Bureau’s Phase |l Designation Order requires the LECs to explain
their installation intervals for interconnector-designated equipment and to discuss
whether it would be reasonable to notify interconnectors of LECs’ specific
maintenance and repair intervals by including appropriate fanguage in their
tariffs. MCI urges the Commission to require LECs to tariff all installation,
service, and repair intervals. Based on MCl’s experience, the LECs have used
the vague terms and conditions referenced in their tariffs to delay the emergence
of competition.

MCl's virtual collocation operations, for example, are often delayed by US
West because US West continually misses or extends its provisioning deadline.

MCI has had to wait 9 months for US West to provision an arrangement which
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other LECs have routinely provisioned in only 2-3 months. Furthermore, as is
illustrated by the attached letter, US West will, for no apparent reason, take
anywhere from 4.5 weeks to 9.5 weeks to install the same type of equipment.
Such delays make it impossible for an interconnector to predict when it can offer
service to its customers.

MC! urges the Commission to require LECs to tariff specific provisioning,
service, and repair intervals, and require the LECs to pay a penalty if these
intervals are missed. Based on MCI’s experience with the LECs’ lax and
unpredictable provisioning intervals, MC| sees no reason to believe that, without
specific tariffed requirements, LECs’ service and repair intervais will not
disadvantage interconnectors, vis a vis the LECs’s own services. Tariffing all
such intervals will not adversely impact LEC's which intend to offer consistently
satisfactory provisioning. Simultaneously, such specific tariff language will help

to prevent LECs that may want to delay competition, from doing so.

Xl. LEC Reporting Requirements Should be Expanded

To aid the Commission in assessing the development of Competition in
the local telecommunications access markets, the Commission should require
LECs to provide more detailed, more frequent, informational reports. These
reports, which should be filed on the public record, will not only substantiate
claims of anticompetitive abuses, but may also offer insight as to how much, and
when, pricing and regulatory flexibility should be afforded to a particular LEC.
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Specifically, MCI urges the Commission to require that LECs file on the
public record the number of DS-1 cross-connects or DS1-equivalents that have
been taken by interconnectors at each central office. It is not important which
interconnectors have taken these cross connects. However, it is important that
such a report be accurate, and filed quarterly. Without such a report, there is no
way to measure, predict, or validate, LECs’ claims that they have met the
threshold requirements which allow them to offer volume and term discounts.

MCI also recommends that the LECs file semi-annual Quality of Service
reports. These reports, at a minimum, should show the provisioning, service, and
repair intervals for each LEC in each central office, and the frequency and
amount of time by which such intervals were missed or extended. Not only
would such a report hold LECs accountable, but it will aid the Commission

assess the level of competition in each study area.

Xill. LECs Should Be Required To Roll Circuits Over at Whatever Level Is
Requested

MCI urges the Commission to require the LECs to roll over circuits to
interconnector facilities at the level requested by the interconnector (e.g., at the
DS-3 level). The Commission should also prohibit LECs from requiring that
interconnectors write Access Service Records (“ASRs”) at the DS-1 or DS-0

level when ASR'’s at the DS-3 level are sufficient. Both requirements
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unnecessarily delay the emergence of competition and reduce the benefits
interconnection offers endusers.

Currently, some LECs are requiring interconnectors that have requested
that a DS-3 circuit be physically changed to its collocation facility, change these
circuits over at the DS-1 level. Also, in addition to requiring full entrance audits,
many of the LECs insist that interconnectors write ASRs at the DS-1, or
sometimes even at the DS-0 level, to move traffic from existing entrance facilities
onto the collocated equipment. The LECs contend that ASRs are needed at the
DS-1 or DS-0 level so that they can update their billing system accurately.

If an interconnector informs a LEC that it wants to roll an entire DS-3 from
the LEC’s facilities to the interconnector’s facilities, the LEC should already know
which DS-1s and DS-0s are part of that DS-3, and thus, which circuits will be
moved. The interconnector should not be required to inventory each DS-1 or
DS-0 which will be moved. Furthermore, it has been MCl’'s experience that LEC
standard operating proceedures for their own comparable DS-1 and DS-3
services do not require customers to write ASRs. Typically, the LECs writes the
ASRs.

With DS-3 level rolls and DS-3 level ASRs, interconnectors could
complete a project with 30 DS-3s in less than 2 months (the physical rolls could
all take place in one night). Under the current mode of operation, it could take
close to a year to accomplish the same rolls. The Commission should not permit
the LECs to unnecessarily delay competition from developing.
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XHl. Conclusion

The LECs have failed in their Direct Cases to justify that their proposed
virtual collocation rates, terms, and conditions are just and reasonable.
Moreover, the LECs have not demonstrated that their rates, terms and conditions
are cost based, nor are representative of “comparable” DS-1 and DS-3 services.
Thus, for the above-stated reasons, the Commission should (1) reduce the
RAFed rates by amounts already recovered through other access rates; (2)
require all LECs to file all information in support of their Direct Cases on the
public record; (3) subject the LECs offering virtual collocation services to more
stringent reporting requirements which will allow the Commission to more readily
assess the development of competition in local telecommunications markets; and
(4) order any LEC that failed to comply with the Commission’s Phase |l

Designation Order in its entirety to either do so immediately, or show cause why

it believes itself to be above the law.

Respectfully submitted,
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

|
//"’ )

Don Sussman

Regulatory Analyst

1801 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 887-2779

November 9, 1985
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Neovember 3, 1995

Ms. Hope Harbeck
Southwestern Bell Teephone
Qne Bell Plaza, Room 0551.06
208 South Akard Streat
Dallas, TX 75202

Dear Hope:

have submited the required 50% down payment for each of the

To prevent installanan delavs,
. AS you are aware, we have senous cancermns regardmg the

callocation projects m Bouston, |
training requirements. '

You've stated in vour quotations twelve tectsncians will require trammg for the collocanon at
the Houston Capitol Central Offipe (CO) and six will require training for the Houston National
CO. We disagree wrth both of numbers and feel that three tramed per CO is nat anly
reasonable but much more m Ir ith industry standards.

Please respond in witting to this by November 13, 1995 I can be reached on 703-918-
6133 with any questions.

Sincerely,

"{d\n A Currens
Project Manager
MClmetro

CC: Mana Marzullo MClmetro




g 8521 Leesburg Pike

: A
McCli m'etru Vienna, VA 22182

October 26, 1995

Ms. Judy Barkley

US West Communications, Inc.
1801 California Street, Room 2150
Denver, CO 80202

Dear Judy:

To prevent installation delays, I have submitted the required 50% down payment for each of the
collocation projects in progress (Seattle, Denver, Minneapolis, Phoenix and Portland). As you are
aware, we have senous concems regarding the calculation of the collocation costs - and in
particular the inconsistencies with respect to the engineering and installation resources required.
We first raised these concerns with you in our phone conversation of October 5th and we eagerly
await your explanation of the inconsistencies with the collocation cost quotations.

As discussed, the VEIC Engineering and Equipment half hour quantities differ greatly from collo
to collo, even when the exact same equipment is being installed (see matrix below).

SEATTLE | MINNEAPOLIS | PHOENIX | DENVER | PORTLAND
OC48 EQUIPTYPE | Fujitsu Fujitsu Fujitsu NTI NTI
# TO BE INSTALLED 2 2 1 2 1
VEIC ENG 1/2 HRS 80 160 120 160 120
VEIC EQUIP 172 HRS 280 608 335 570 335

You stated that the half hour quantities were ‘backed into’ by determining the final installation cost
and dividing that by the haif hour dollar amount. How were these final costs obtained? What
charges were figured into the final cost?

Please respond to these concemns as soon as possible. [ can be reached on 703-918-6133 with any
questions.

Sincerely,

/fohn A Currens
Project Manager
MClmetro

CC: Mana Marzullo MClmetro



STATEMENT OF VERIFICATION

I have read the foregoing and, to the best of my knowledge, information, and
belief, there is good ground to support it, and it is not interposed for delay. |
verify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed
on November 9, 1995.

o

Don Sussman

1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20006

(202) 887-2779
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